A work of art is a link in the chain of speech communion; like a rejoinder in a dialogue it is linked with other word-utterances, with those whom it answers and with those who answer it . . . . (Estetika 254) How might we study these "word-utterances" that follow one another in dialogue, differing perhaps in genre but linked by a common theme? Bakhtin makes only the preliminary move toward such a poetics of transposed themes. One place to start, perhaps, is with the most familiar instance of shifting a single theme (or text) across a boundary: translation from one national language to another. All translations exist on a continuum with interpretation. In the world of translation this is a familiar continuum: at one pole (what we might call, borrowing from Bakhtin, the "single-voiced" extreme) we have those translations that approximate successful forgeries; the translator strives to eliminate all traces of cultural space or time elapsed between the original and his version of it. At the other, double-voiced extreme we have "free imitation"-Pope's Homer, Zhukovsky's Schiller, Pasternak's Shakespeare-works we value precisely because we are asked to be conscious of co-authorship.
What applies to translation proper has its parallel in transposition as well. Consider, for example, Bakhtin's instance, the move from literary text to opera libretto. At one pole we find word-for-word settings (such as Dargomyzhsky's setting of Pushkin's Stone Guest) ; at the other pole, there is the loosest possible relationship between source-text and its musical counterpart-say, Borodin's romantic reworking of The Lay oflgor's Campaign into his opera Prince Igor.
In between those two extremes are operas based on the principle of "scenes from classic works." These are perhaps the most interesting transformations. As with the audience presumed for epic performances, in "scenes from" operas one is expected to know thefrom. The opera is no more responsible for telling the whole story than are illustrations to a novel meant to be read separate from the verbal text.' Plot is not at issue, and the appeal is precisely the variation of a known text under new conditions. Take Prokofiev's War and Peace as a case in point. In one sense Prokofiev violates Tolstoy's aesthetic, which is 2 Studies in 20th & 21st Century Literature, Vol. 9, Iss. 1 [1984] , Art. 11 https://newprairiepress.org/sttcl/vol9/iss1/11 DOI: 10.4148/2334- 4415.1157 so militantly opposed to opera as an artform. On the other hand, Prokofiev sets whole segments, even whole paragraphs of Tolstoyan prose unaltered. He keeps the language of a Tolstoyan novel intact inside an opera, which is to say, his heroes sing but they sing prose, and this is both violence to and collusion with Tolstoy. Although Prokofiev selects for his opera the scenes surrounding Natasha at the Opera, he does not set that scene. It is the unspoken subtext: how opera can beguile, distil, create new realities. The work is dependent for much of its richness on precisely that dialogue between the two authors, one quoting the other in a new context.
Transposing a theme might in fact be the most vigorous and autonomous commentary possible on another's work of art. It is the one category of "translation" which does not hide co-authorship, but rather emphasizes it. The independence of the new work is guaranteed by its new medium, and thus the perceiver must come to grips with more than the old theme in new dress; the dress itself, the shaping force of a genre, is inevitably central to appreciation. "Fidelity" is not the major issue when generic boundaries are crossed. More important than that single-voiced category is the status of the transposed work as a hybrid. Both sides of the boundary must be kept simultaneously in view: two languages, two media, two genres and two voices.
With this brief introduction, the remainder of this essay is devoted to one famous transposed theme in Russian cultural history, that of Boris Godunov. It is a prototype of the sorts of issues transpositions raise, and how they might be profitably approached. The Boris theme has proved enormously productive over the last 300 years, inspiring various histories, several operas, and dozens of dramas in Russia and the West.4 Vol. 9, Iss. 1 [1984] , Art. 11 https://newprairiepress.org/sttcl/vol9/iss1/11 DOI: 10. Pushkin.' These debates in fact resemble the sort of criticism one often hears leveled against translators, the charge of infidelity to an earlier and more authoritative text. Criteria for evaluating transpositions are as ill-defined as those for evaluating translations, and this is complicated by the prejudices we bring to quasi-fictional genres like sentimental history and quasi-literary genres like the libretto. In influence studies where the authors in question are working in closely kindred or identical genres-say, Gogol and Dostoevsky in the short story-techniques for criticism are considerably more sophisticated.9 We now readily admit in those instances that to "copy" another's plot is not necessarily to endorse it; quotation is not identification, but more often stylization or parody. With the rise of reception theory and reader-response criticism, typologies have begun to be suggested for mapping an audience's perception of literary borrowing . But transposition across genre and medium boundaries complicates this question of "quotation." Neither voice frames the other (because voice is often embedded in an entirely different vehicle), and neither has priority. Transposition is, for its audiences, inevitably dialogic; translation and simple quotation are only potentially so. A deep suspicion of the other often pervades our perception of authentically co-authored works. As consumers we become uneasy: is it plagiarism, parody, homage? A certain embarrassment seems to accompany aesthetic processes that celebrate their debt, but not necessarily their fidelity, to earlier texts.
A study of the Boris transpositions suggests that the changes each artist wrought on his predecessors, and on his unwary audience, were indeed complex and calculated. All three worked within the traditional plot: an ambitious Boris had Dmitry murdered in Uglich, and for this he felt a crippling, ultimately a killing, guilt. Karamzin assumes Boris' guilt, as did the chronicles before him, but chronicles alone would not have convinced a sophisticated nineteenth-century audience. Karamzin thus weaves together two traditions to tell the tale: the Zhitie or Life of a Saint, and romantic psychology. The Uglich murder is told in a style recalling the deaths of Russia's first native saints, Boris and Gleb (also political murders against children); Karamzin's account in fact appears to be a paraphrase of "The Life of St. Dimitry," dating from some time after 1606." Surrounding this Zhitie, however, are the more secular languages and motivations familiar to readers of romantic fiction: there, the real causes for events are not in heaven, but in the psyche." In his monumental History Karamzin invokes both a romantic and a divine determinism to condemn Boris. Why was a guilty Boris necessary to Karamzin? In part because it fit his larger explanation for the Time of Troubles; Karamzin was official historian to the Romanov court and Russian empire, and even tragic periods of history must be shown to have shape and purpose.
When he writes that "the ruins of Uglich howl to Heaven for vengeance" (XI 85), clearly the Romanovs (to whose reigning monarch, Alexander I, the History is dedicated) emerge as the saviors leading Russia to glory. But there are other possible reasons. Fifteen years before the first volumes of the History appeared, Karamzin wrote a brief essay on Boris entitled "Reminiscences on the Road to Troitse." In it he condemned the chroniclers for their harsh judgment of the Godunovs. Boris was such a progressive tsar, Karamzin insists, that we would like to doubt his crime; "God will judge secret villainies, but we must praise tsars for everything they do for the glory of the F atherland" (374).
The important dialogue here is between Karamzin and his own time. The essay was written in 1803, two years after Alexander I had assisted in the deposing (and perhaps in the murder) of his own father, Paul I. Thus Alexander had also come to the throne "irregularly," with tsarecide (and perhaps parricide) paving the way for a competent 8 Studies in 20th & 21st Century Literature, Vol. 9, Iss. 1 [1984] , Art. 11 https://newprairiepress. Vol. 9, Iss. 1 [1984] , Art. 11 https://newprairiepress. Pushkin's blank verse with prose. For nineteenth-century opera this was a revolutionary innovation. For Mussorgsky it was an integral part of his musical aesthetic, which had always begun with the spoken word. His libretto, perceived by many at the time as a mockery of Pushkin's verse, is in fact a subtle and precise adjustment to the intonation patterns of colloquial Russian speech, amplified into declamation. 19 The transposition from spoken to sung text does introduce some important new aesthetic variables, however, and here Mussorgsky skillfully combines elements of both his predecessors. Following Pushkin, Mussorgsky's Boris also dies before the opera is over; neither is granted the power to end the work, to "take the work with him" when he goes.2° This perhaps suggests that Mussorgsky too intended some force or personality other than Boris as the central hero. And in fact his later unfinished or projected operas-Khovanshchina and Pugachovshchina-do, as their very suffixes suggest, give an increasingly large role to collective, almost impersonal forces. In Boris, however, the tsar is still the title role. Moreover the very fact of singing tends to heroicize that role. To achieve Pushkin's effect of isolating and minimalizing heroic self-confidence, Mussorgsky works with another stage convention, the popular chorus.
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Studies in 20th & 21st Century Literature, Vol. 9, Iss. 1 [1984] , Art. 11 https://newprairiepress. A character is set against the canons of the genre in which his story is embedded, or is confronted with an earlier "authoritative" version of his own story. One or the other is exposed as inadequate, ludicrous, artificial-and the story, as it were, bursts apart from within. We are forced to see the relationship of part to whole, of individual to history, in a new way.
Generic distinctions have traditionally served to invoke, in a given text, the appropriate conventions for arriving at meaning. In studying transpositions, more than one genre must be kept in mind; the conventions invoked are multiple and their interaction complex. As Westernizer's Boris, a product of the Emancipation decade. Fedotov's little-known 1884 play, The Godunovs, is a mystical-Christian Boris play for a more reactionary era; in its final scene, the Tsarevna Ksenia witnesses the death of her family and awaits her own awful fate with a prayer on her lips: "Forgive them, for they know not what they do" (164). We might sum up, then, with a return to Bakhtin's footnote. Bakhtin encourages a respect for Tchaikovsky's "lyrical re-accentuation" of Eugene Onegin on the grounds that derived texts should be taken seriously, not as threats or distortions of an original but as proof of the continued life of literary images. Pushkin is put in no danger by the existence of a libretto drawing on his characters. It could be argued that Tchaikovsky, far from "misreading Pushkin," in fact intended his piece to say something about the incompatibility of opera and novel; he subtitled his work "lyrical scenes," and they are just that, portions of Pushkin's novel reworked in the lyric mode.
Such dialogues can be assumed to exist among all transpositions that together compriSe one strand of a cultural tradition. They do not supplant but interact with one another. It is precisely the continual fitting and misfitting of one work to its predecessors that creates an awareness of the boundaries separating them, and along this boundary the culture becomes aware of itself.25 This is surely one of the implications of Bakhtin's statement in an early essay, "The Problem of Content, Material and Form in Verbal Art" (25):
One must not imagine the realm of culture as some sort of spatial whole, with boundaries but also with internal territory. The realm of culture has no internal territory: it is distributed entirely along the boundaries, boundaries pass everywhere, through its
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Studies in 20th & 21st Century Literature, Vol. 9, Iss. 1 [1984] , Art. 11 https://newprairiepress. " In his Reminiscences of Mussorgsky Golenishchev-Kutuzov writes that the composer "could endure no comments concerning any text which he had composed. About the music he would speak very willingly, without irritation, and often agreed with the comments, but any criticism of a text written by him would irritate him extremely, and he always stayed with his own opinion" (22).
" Mussorgsky disrupted the pulse of Pushkin's lines with painstaking care, inverting word order, altering punctuation, replacing zhe with zh. For a sampling of these subtle adjustments, see Shirinian, 80. 20 When Rimsky-Korsakov revised Boris Godunov for the Western stage, he reversed the order of the final scenes, thus ending the opera (to its misfortune) on the death of Boris. Mussorgsky had in an early version considered such traditional closure, but when the historian Nikolsky suggested that the death occur more internally and be followed by mass scenes, Mussorgsky enthusiastically concurred. 21 Mussorgsky's desire to "re-create the common people" in vocal ensembles through the use of folk and chant motifs was bold and innovative for Russian opera of his time. For an excellent discussion of Mussorgsky's concept of a collective vocal hero, and the paucity of appropriate choral models in pre-Reform Russia, see Morosan, [95] [96] [97] [98] [99] [100] [101] [102] [103] [104] [105] Not only the opening mass scenes, but even the elegant Poles, the boyars in Godunov's chambers, and the monks chanting during Boris' death scene sing of torture and dismemberment: of the Pretender, of Dmitry, of Boris' son and of Russia. 23 Translation by Paul Schmidt in his Meyerhold at Work, 85. Schmidt's rendering of scenes 5 and 6, which preface the absorbing chapter on Meyerhold's staging of Pushkin's play, is a triumph of poetic re-creation. The whole of Boris Godunov does not yet exist in adequate English translation. 2° For a fine discussion of Sumarokov's Hamlet in its role as a Russian carrier for Shakespeare, see Toomre, [6] [7] Her approach to the play is precisely the one I recommend for studying transpositions: " . . a translation, with rare exceptions, barely survives its own generation," she writes. "Fixed in time, it functions as a photograph, capturing and revealing many details of that society's aesthetic, political and moral values. Seen in succession, a series of translations traces the change in those values and thus can serve as a cultural history in miniature" (6). She points out that what the eighteenth century called "translation" in the twentieth century we would call adaptation; strict word-for-word equivalency was uncommon. The translator had a moral duty to transmit, via received texts, values appropriate to his society. Sumarokov was proud of the fact that his text did not resemble Shakespeare's. 25 Bakhtin applies to cultural consciousness the same dynamics at work in inter-
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